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ABSTRACT

This paper reports the results of a study that examined code choice dynamics
among multilingual students and faculty (N=12) at a university foreign language
department. The goal was to determine which language dominates in one-on-one oral
conversations and what motivates the choice of the particular language in each case.
This study differed from previous research in several aspects. Firstly, one of the
languages (German) used by members of this speech community is not only the means
but also the subject of academic study. Furthermore, student participants were trilingual
graduate students of varying first language background and all of them had learned
both German and English as foreign languages. Since the cultural and linguistic make
up of the student population of the department is in constant flux, there are no
established rules or norms governing which language to use in what situation.
Interviews with students and faculty were tape-recorded and analyzed. German
and English were used as the dominant conversational language in approximately equal
proportion. The principal factors influencing participants' code choice were speakers'
characteristics, aspects of their language competence and their values and desires. A
model explaining and predicting code choice among members of this multilingual
micro-community was drawn to show how the choice of English versus German results
from a decision-making process involving these factors. Central to this mechanism is the
speaker as a rational actor who chooses a language either to gain benefits for
herself /himself or to assist her /his interlocutor in obtaining those benefits. It is argued
that similar investigations at other foreign language departments in the U.S. could test
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the validity of the model and help create a richer perspective on code choice in
educational settings.
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CHAPTERl
INTRODUCTION

As a graduate student from Hungary and a native speaker of Hungarian
studying German at an American university, I am compelled to use two foreign
languages in verbal interactions on a daily basis. In my department, there are faculty
members who are native speakers of German or English and there are some students for
whom both of these languages are foreign. When I first started in the program, I was
puzzled about what language I should use with whom. Since I am studying German,
should I use German with everyone? Or only with native speakers? Or should I address
everyone in English, since we are in the U.S.?_I soon noticed that my fellow international
students faced similar dilemmas. In the morning, I would hear them talk to a professor
in the elevator in English and the same day in the afternoon I would overhear their
conversation in the office, carried out in German. Such personal experiences and
observations inspired me to look at the dynamics behind language choice in this
multilingual setting in greater detail.
There is an abundance of empirical research about the question of code choice 1 in
a variety of bilingual situations across the globe, from Africa (Myers-Scotton, 1976; 1982;
1988; Kamwangamalu, 1997; Moyo, 2000), Asia (Gibbons, 1987; Rajendra, 1995; Hidalgo,
1998), Europe (Priestly, 1989; Milroy & Wei, 1992; Auer, 1985), to North America
(Poplack, 1980; Heller, 1992; 1995; Yoon, 1996;). Most of this research was done in
naturalistic settings and/ or in regions where political tension is generated through two
ethnically and linguistically different groups living in one country. Relatively few
1

studies have focused on code choice in bilingual academic settings, and those that have
done so have examined language usage among bilingual students who had a shared
native language (Clement, 1986; Gibbons, 1987; Pennington et al, 1992;).
This study seeks to explain why professors and students in one particular foreign
language department use the languages they do in face-to-face interactions among each
other by identifying motives and reasons that lead to the selection of one language over
the other in one-on-one conversations. Several aspects and characteristics of this micro
community, such as the ethnic and linguistic diversity of its members, the double
function of German as medium and subject matter of academic study and its absence in
the larger community, and the continuously changing composition of the student
population make the issue of code choice particularly relevant and interesting. As a
relatively isolated multilingual group of academics in a predominantly monolingual
society, the speakers constitute a type of bilingual community whose language use has
not been examined so far. As one may predict, a model of language choice pertinent to
the use of German and English among members of a German Department will be quite
different

from existing theories about code choice.

The thesis is structured as follows. Chapter 2 gives an overview of the theoretical
arguments that have emerged in the past five decades of code choice research. In
Chapter 3, I present the explicit research questions and describe the methods and
procedures that were involved in the empirical investigation of the issue of code choice
in this particular setting. Results of the study and discussion of the findings follow in
Chapter 4 and 5. Based on empirical data and on the insights gained through their
analysis, I will attempt to draw a model of code choice as a decision-making mechanism
2

that accounts for the linguistic choices made by students and professors of the
department. Finally, Chapter 6 gives a summary of the objectives and findings of this
paper and highlights paths for future research.
Language use of multilingual speakers is a fascinating phenomenon. The ability
to express thought through more than one code, however, also makes language usage
more complicated for the multilingual speaker. While monolinguals may come close to
experiencing the dilemma of language choice when having to decide between different
styles of the same variety, multilingual speakers make complex decisions on a regular
basis. Oftentimes, the choice of language in a certain situation poses serious difficulties
for the multilingual speaker. This is even more relevant for speakers in a community
without any formal rules or guidelines for code choice or without established,
functionally distributed domains for each language that could aid linguistic decision
making. Professors and students in a foreign language academic department in an
otherwise monolingual country are in just this position. What is it that these
multilingual speakers rely on when they have to choose between two languages? What
factors do they consider when making their code choices? These are the questions for
which this study hopes to find answers.

3

CHAPTER2
LITERATURE REVIEW

Based on empirical research carried out in a number of bilingual settings
throughout the world, several theoretical models of code choice have evolved in the past
few decades. Traditional approaches emphasized the importance of various aspects of
context (such as topic, setting, participants' characteristics) and overarching social norms
and rules in determining language choice (Fishman 1965, 1972; Gumperz 1982). More
recent models have challenged the idea that situational factors alone accounted for code
choice and have stressed the social psychological component of human interaction and
the interpersonal relation between speaker and addressee (Bourhis 1985 Scotton 1988;
Giles et al. 1991). In the following, I will review each line of research and the
corresponding theoretical claims and discuss the extent to which they appear to be
relevant to the bilingual community I examined.

SOCIOLOGICAL APPROACHES TO CODE CHOICE
The Sociology of Language
The Sociology of Language tradition has been mainly associated with empirical
research and theoretical writings of Fishman (1965; 1972; 1975). In his investigations of
"who speaks what language to whom and when" (1965:67), Fishman is primarily
concerned with language use within relatively stable bilingual communities where
people are proficient and regularly communicate in both varieties. Characteristic of
Fishman's notion of code choice is that choices made at the level of individual situations
4

are important and worth examining only to the extent that they reveal patterns of
choices and their relation to social dynamics at the community level.
Central to Fishman's work is the concept of domain. He defines domains as
"institutional contexts and their congruent behavioral co-occurrences. They attempt to
summate the major clusters of interaction that occur in clusters of multilingual settings
and involving clusters of interlocutors." (1972:441) He argues that while variables such
as topic, locale, participants and role-relationships between them seem suitable for
analyzing situational code choices, they should be regarded as indices of norms and
rules that exist and apply at the societal level (1965:68-72). One way to relate individual
choices to tendencies at the macro level is through formulating and identifying domains
that obtain in a particular multilingual community based on the study of individual
interactions.
Fishman used data from a long-term study conducted in Puerto Rican
communities in the greater New York City area to validate his argument for the
importance of domains in explaining language choices (1975). He claimed that in these
communities, while English seems to be associated with status, Spanish has the value of
intimacy and solidarity. Consequently, as all speakers have a fairly clear perception of
this division, they will be more likely to use each language in clusters of social situations
(i.e. domains) that they associate with particular values (1975:235). Fishman and his
fellow researchers elicited data from bilingual Puerto Ricans through language census
questionnaires and various other methods to test if domains that had been suggested to
obtain in this particular community (they were: family, friendship, religion, education,
employment) were valid constructs. The methods that were used aimed at finding out
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what language participants were likely to speak when talking to certain interlocutors, in
certain locales about certain topics (aspects of a domain). Results indicated that English
or Spanish predominates in a range of situations marked by either status-relations or
intimacy and which in tum could be accommodated into one of the five proposed
domains. Fishman argues therefore, that as domains are a higher order abstraction than
face-to-face interactions, although the two are undeniably interrelated, it is speakers'
knowledge of the domains and the expected language norms that influence and to a
· great degree determine code choices made in individual situations.
Fishman considered the concept of domain to be useful also in examining
language shift and language maintenance in immigrant bilingual communities (1965). A
longitudinal investigation of which language speakers speak, write or read in for
different purposes in different domains may shed light on how the mother tongue is
gradually substituted by the language of the host community or if such process takes
place at all. Monitoring a bilingual community's language use could reveal which
domains, if any, are first replaced by a predominant use of the host language and which
domains resist socio-economic or political forces and their impact on language use.

lnterpreti ve Sociolinguistics
A related line of research, known as Interpretive Sociolinguistics, also centers on
various aspects of the social situation and their relation to language choice (Ervin-Tripp
1964; Gumperz 1964; Hymes 1967; Blom and Gumperz 1972; Gumperz 1982). However,
while Fishman focuses on "proper" or "common" usage, contending that "only one of the
theoretically co-available languages will be chosen by particular classes of interlocutors
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on particular occasions" (1965:68, emphasis in original), Gumperz and others are more
interested in recording and examining individual face-to-face encounters among
speakers of bilingual or bidialectal communities. Consequently, whereas Fishman pays
little attention to the speaker as an active partaker in choosing between languages,
interpretive sociolinguists place the individual at the center of a decision-making
process. They argue that participants of a verbal encounter make and interpret choices
based on what they know about grammatical restraints and social acceptability of
language use, or in Gumperz' terminology, the "verbal repertoire" of a particular speech
community (1964:139). However, knowledge of these social constraints alone cannot
provide accurate interpretations of the choices people make. Speakers' goals and their
values, beliefs and attitudes are a necessary factor in explaining code choice (Gumperz
1982:27).
Ultimately, both Fishman and Gumperz aim at uncovering the distribution of a
community's codes along social parameters. As we have seen, identifying societal norms
that explain typical language use through asking people what they do is the
fundamental goal of sociolinguistic inquiry for Fishman. Interpretive approaches to
language choice on the other hand, evidenced in the research of Gumperz in particular,
also involve a thorough linguistic and ethnographic investigation of language use of a
speech community. The role assigned to the speaker as responsible actor further sets the
two lines of research apart. Whereas the Sociology of Language approach limits the
speaker's involvement in code choice by emphasizing social constraints, Gumperz and
other researchers of the interpretive school also stress the influence of participant
characteristics on choices and their interpretation in face-to-face interactions.
7

SOCIAL PSYCHOLOGICAL APPROACHES TO CODE CHOICE
Common to scholars working in the social psychological tradition is the belief
that aspects of the context and overarching social norms alone cannot account for code
choice. While they admit to the influential role of situational variables, they emphasize
the social psychological component of human interaction and the interpersonal relation
between speaker and addressee. The locus of attention for researchers is on the
individual verbal encounter and on the speakers themselves. Two major theoretical
models have developed with social-psychological foundations: Speech Accommodation
Theory and the Markedness Model.

Speech Accommodation Theory (SAT)
A study conducted by Giles in the early 1970s gave rise to this sociolinguistic
approach. In a tape-recorded job interview situation, he found that interviewees shifted
their accent toward that of their interviewer, which he explained in terms of
interpersonal influence resulting in accommodation (Giles 1973). While the SAT did not

originate from bilingual research, it soon became popular as a theoretical approach in
investigating speech communities where more than one language is present.
The SAT is rooted in four basic social-psychological theories: Similarity
Attraction (we like those who are similar to us); Social Exchange (we choose courses of
action with the maximum positive outcome); Causal Attribution (we interpret and
evaluate others' behavior based on the intent we attribute to them); and Intergroup
Distinctiveness (in inter-group encounters, positive distinction from the out-group is
8

necessary for one's social identity) (Giles and Smith 1979). In terms of language
behavior, these social-psychological processes will prompt speakers to either converge
or diverge from the way their interlocutor speaks. Speakers' desire to gain their
interlocutor's social approval for instance may lead them to adjust their speech style to
that of their conversational partner. Job interviewees who converge to their interviewer's
higher prestige accent may hope to be perceived more positively (and eventually get the
job). If a Welsh speaker with an otherwise mild dialectal accent switches to a strong
Welsh vernacular when speaking to someone with Received Pronunciation, this shift
may be interpreted as an expression of inter-group difference and strong identification
with the in-group, that is with the community of Welsh speakers {Giles et al. 1975).
Several types and modes of accommodation strategies have been developed in
the past two decades. Both convergence and divergence can be upward (shifting toward
a more prestigious variety) and downward (moving towards more stigmatized forms),
unimodal (when speech style changes in one aspect only) or multimodal (several aspects
such as accent, speech rate, non-verbal features change). Symmetrical vs. asymmetrical
accommodation refer to whether only one speaker or all speakers of a conversation
adjust their speech styles (Giles et al. 1991).
These and several other refined concepts have been developed based on a
number of empirical investigations, a substantial number of which were carried out in
Quebec, Canada and other inter-ethnic contexts. The principal method SAT researchers
have employed is that of the matched guise technique. Subjects of an experiment listen
to conversations where the language speakers speak and their role-relationship is
altered while the speakers themselves remain the same. Researchers were interested in
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how participants' opinion of speakers and their personal characteristics changed
depending on their linguistic behavior. Based on findings from a number of studies
carried out in multilingual and multiethnic settings, SAT contends that language choice
in an inter-group encounter reflects speakers' desires to either dissociate themselves
from out-group members and thus possibly increase ethnic tension (through divergence
or non-convergence) or language choice is used to achieve interpersonal liking and thus
to reduce ethnic conflict (convergence) (Bourhis and Giles 1977; Giles et al. 1977; Bourhis
1984).
In sum, the SAT emphasizes aspects of the interpersonal relationship between a
speaker and the addressee. They argue that interlocutors' goals, beliefs, values and
perceptions of each other will determine which code will be chosen in a conversation.
Thus, in a bilingual conversation, speakers may diverge or converge from their
interlocutor's language to gain social approval or because they perceive accommodation
as otherwise beneficial. In interethnic encounters, accommodation may signal inter
group distance or promote ethnic harmony.

Markedness Model

Myers-Scotton developed her model based on extensive research in various
African communities where English, Swahili and numerous indigenous varieties are in
common use. In these communities, each linguistic variety is associated with a certain
"set of rights and obligations" that all members have knowledge of. For example, in
Uganda, English is associated with education and higher economic status (MyersScotton 1979). Furthermore, for a number of routinized social interactions, one of the
10

varieties has become the "typical" code whose use is covertly prescribed by social rules
of interaction and is also expected by all speakers of the community. In these exchanges,
selecting this conventionalized code will be in Myers-Scotton's terms the unmarked
choice. If however, speakers select a linguistic code that is rare in that particular context
(i.e. a marked code), the choice will indicate an attempt to change the language and with
it the set of rights and obligations (i.e. the interpersonal relationship to the interlocutor)
that is set by the unmarked variety. Myers-Scotton's model thus sees code switching and
code choice as negotiations of identity and personal relationship between participants of
a speech situation.
The Markedness Model has undergone several stages of development and
recently, Myers-Scotton has recast her earlier theory within the framework of a Rational
Choice Model (1999; 2001). Central to her claims is the notion of "intentionality in human
actions;" that people are actors who act based on their goals or attitudes and who
interpret the behavior of others through attributing intentions to them (2001:12). Before
making a linguistic choice, speakers have to pass through three filters. The first one
consists of situational and social norms and the speaker's linguistic repertoire, which
Myers-Scotton considers external to the speakers. Also, while these shape the speakers'
choice, they do not determine it. Speakers' past experiences constitute the second filter.
Finally, the third component of the model is rationality; it is here that decisions about
code choice are actually made. At this last filter, speakers consider their desires, values
and beliefs, verify their internal consistency, and check the final choice against available
evidence. Thus while the Rational Choice Model supposes that decisions are mostly
made at the subconscious level, it also stresses that the choice is ultimately in the
11

speaker's hands and is generally aimed at optimizing outcomes for the individual
speaker.

CODE CHOICE IN ACADEMIC SETTINGS
Very few empirical studies have been carried out in educational settings.
Clement conducted research among francophone first-year college students in Canada
in order to find out whether measures of fear of assimilation and self-confidence were
related to code choice and communicative competence (1986). The results of the
experiment indicated that while whether students switched between French and English
mainly depended on their level of language competence, code-mixing could be
explained in terms of students' level of self-confidence.
Gibbons examined code choice among Chinese college students in multilingual
Hong Kong who pursued their academic studies through the medium of English (1987;
replicated by Pennington et al. 1992). In an attempt to reconcile the different approaches
to code choice, Gibbons employed a variety of research methods, all of which have been
in use and have been associated with the different sociolinguistic schools. In essence, he
views code choice as a way to manipulate the social relationship between participants of
an interaction or to fulfill certain rhetorical purposes, but accepts the restraining effect of
situational and psychological factors as well as constraints by language competence and
official language policy. In this respect, Gibbon's model is to a great extent linked to
Myers-Scotton's notion of code choice as a means to negotiate one's identity in face-to
face interactions, although he does not emphasize the rational component. However, by
introducing psychological factors (such as attitudes, current psychological state) as well
12

as acknowledging the existence and influence of overt language rules (e.g. English as the
medium of instruction), and by emphasizing speakers' perception of constraints rather
than the constraints themselves, Gibbons clearly tailors his model to include bilingual
settings other than those past research has focused on.

CODE CHOICE IN AN ACADEMIC FOREIGN LANGUAGE DEPARTMENT
The study underlining this thesis differs from previous research in several
aspects. Firstly, it examines code choice in a linguistically non-conventional multilingual
micro-community. As we have seen, the majority of research upon which various
theories were built has been carried out in naturalistic settings; that is, in communities
where the varieties involved had a corresponding native population who interacted
with each other through regular social activities. A foreign language department is an
instructional setting generally in a foreign country where the foreign language is taught
and learned in the relative absence of the target culture and native speakers. German in
this particular department is therefore not only the medium of instruction but also the
subject of academic study while English is the language of the larger setting and also the
medium of study to some extent. Secondly, given the multicultural diversity among
students and faculty (7 different countries of origin for 12 people), the issue of group
identity based on ethnicity, which was found to be a crucial factor in naturalistic
settings, is irrelevant. It is important to note that unlike most bilingual communities past
research has focused on, this group of speakers can be regarded a temp0rary community
where student population changes every few years; its linguistic and cultural make-up is
in constant flux. This suggests that there are no established rules or norms that_govem
13

the use of one or the other language in certain situations (with the exception that faculty
usually conduct departmental business in English). Thirdly, as all students are non
native speakers of German and English, high L2 proficiency in both languages is vital to
their academic advancement; for German as their language of study and for English as
the language for all other academic and social endeavors. Therefore, whereas previous
research and theory on code choice has largely disregarded language competence as it
has not been found influential in explaining code choice, given the linguistic
peculiarities of this community, it is anticipated that issues of language competence may
be relevant in explaining code choice practices. Finally, considering the organizational
nature of the setting, certain status and power differentials are expected to play a role in
explaining which language speakers choose in their daily interactions with others.

14

CHAPTER 3
RESEARCH DESIGN

The research questions of the study can be formulated as follows:
1. Is there a dominance of German or English in one-on-one interactions among
members of this micro-community?
2. If yes, which language dominates?
3. What are the perceived reasons for choosing one language over another?
Specifically, what are the factors professors and students identify as determining
or influencing their code choices?
In order to find answers to these questions, interviews were conducted with
participants. The ethnographic interview format was chosen for several reasons. Firstly,
given the fact that members of this speech community are professional language
teachers and thus are most likely sensitive to issues of language use, it was expected that
many aspects of their language behavior would be available for introspection. As this is
not a diglossic situation, issues such as the prestige difference between the low and high
varieties and its influence on speakers' self-report do not apply (cf. Lieberson, qtd. in
Gibbons 13). Furthermore, all participants knew the researcher very well, as she had
been part of the community for almost two years, which facilitated a relaxed atmosphere
during the interviews. Two complementary research tools could have provided
additional data and thus strengthened the results of the study: recording actual
conversations and asking participants to write speech diaries. Unfortunately, constraints
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of time and money prevented the researcher from employing these two additional
methods. However, given the length and depth of the interviews and of the elicited data,
it is hoped that an adequate model of code choice as it applies to this p articular speech
community was drawn.
Participants of the study were trilingual graduate students of German and
professors at the German department. Native languages of students were Arabic,
Hungarian, Romanian, Russian and Serbian; professors were native speakers of either
German or English.2 Interviews were conducted during the spring of 2002, all of them in
educational facilities on the university campus and lasted on average for one hour. The
language of the interviews was English. Although there is some evidence that the
language in which a questionnaire is written may influence its outcome (Bond & Young:
1982; Pierson & Bond: 1982), English was chosen to unify data and to avoid the
distortion of information through the translation process.
The interviews consisted of two parts. First, participants were asked to talk about
their linguistic background and their linguistic competence in the languages they speak.
This first section elicited information on how long and under what circumstances
professors and students learned the foreign language(s). Student participants were also
asked to name the foreign language they felt most confident with in verbal
communication. The first set of questions was included mainly because of the
assumption that participants' linguistic history and competence may have some role in
explaining the results. The second part aimed at answering the research questions
through gathering specific information about participants' one-on-one oral interactions
with other members of the speech community. A sample of questions used in the
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interviews can be fonnd in the Appendix. With participants' consent, interviews were
tape-recorded and transcribed verbatim by the researcher. Analysis of the data
essentially involved repeated close reading of the transcripts using Gronnded Theory
(Strauss & Corbin 1998). As I analyzed participants' answers, I discovered patterns that
could be organized into a model explaining and to varying degree predicting code
choice decisions of participants.

ON ISSUES OF ANONYMITY AND TERMINOLOGY
To assure anonymity, students are referred to as feminine, and faculty as
masculine. Three crucial terms I use are: (1) Stronger language i.e. the (foreign) language
a person feels more comfortable in (subjective; based on self-report and not on objective
t�st results). Weaker language, i.e. the language a person feels less comfortable in. Preferred

language is the language a speaker prefers to use (for whatever reasons).
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CHAPTER 4
FINDINGS AND ANALYSIS

PROFESSOR-STUDENT INTERACTIONS
One-on-one conversations between seven professors and five students yielded 35
pairs of interlocutors. Of the 35 pairs, 31 agreed as to whether English or German was
the dominant language of their interactions while participants in 4 pairs identified
different languages. In 15 out of the 31 instances where participants' selection of
dominant language coincided, German was identified as the language participants
primarily used in oral conversations, while in 14 cases they agreed that English
dominated. Students and professors in 2 pairs were unable to isolate either German or
English as the dominant code; they spoke English and German about the same amount.
With regard to the second research question, it can be said that on the whole,
German and English dominate equally in professor-student face-to-face interactions,
although this does not reflect the absolute amount that each language is spoken. Most of
the data indicates dominance, not exclusive use. However, there was one professor with
whom only English and one professor with whom only German was spoken. Yet even in
these cases, almost all participants reported having used the other language at some
point in the past, even if only for a very brief, mostly routinized conversational
exchange. The other five professors as well as all student participants engaged in
conversations in both languages with other participants.

18

Motives for language choice: students
When asked why they chose one language over the other with professors, four
out of the five student participants identified a distinct motive that governed their
linguistic choices. One student said she preferred to talk to professors in their native
language as a sign of respect. Two other students said they also spoke to professors in
the professors' native language not out of courtesy, but rather for their own practice and
benefit. As one student put it, "to get the best input." The reason behind the fourth
student's code choice was her own stronger language; she reported speaking with all
professors in her stronger language. The fifth student participant did not isolate any
single incentive behind her language choices; however, all the reasons she identified for
individual interactions fell into one of the above three categories.
In general, all five student-participants also claimed that if they had not had
contact with an American professor in a German setting (e.g. taking classes from them in
German, teaching German together, or the German immersion weekend), they rarely
spoke to them in German at all and would not initiate German. Students' reported
motives closely predict their behavior.

Motives for language choice: faculty
When asked why they chose a certain language in talking with students, two
professors claimed that unless they had had students in a German class, they were not
likely to address them in German. They added that if their primary contact with a
student was business-related, that fostered English use, as English seemed to be the
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language of departmental business. Four professors said they did not initiate or push for
either language but waited and adapted to students' stronger language. Three of these
professors reasoned that they wanted to make students feel comfortable by offering to
speak with them in the students' stronger language. In one case, however, this was done
less out of courtesy or consideration but was mainly motivated by the professor's busy
schedule and his wish to communicate quickly and efficiently. One professor admitted
that he ultimately felt more secure in his native language and preferred to use and
initiate it.
Sometimes other considerations overrode a professor's principal motives. For
example, two professors reported speaking or having spoken to students in the students'
weaker or lesser-used language in order to give students the opportunity to practice.
Also, one faculty member admitted initiating a certain language to see how a student
can express herself in that language, as he put it, "out of curiosity." Importantly, several
of the student participants reported having felt they were "being tested" at times in a
particular language.

Discussion

The fact that students' and faculty's reported dominant language coincided in
almost all cases (even percentage-wise) is remarkable. It indicates that members of this
unique linguistic community have a meta-awareness of their language use; they have
fairly conscious and accurate notions about what language they use with whom. Both
students and faculty were able to identify rules or motives that governed their choices
suggesting that code choice is a semi-conscious process in this community. Furthermore,
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these individual choices formed a pattern. Perhaps surprisingly, students tended to
control language choice with their professors, with some important exceptions. In the
following, I will compare code choice motives of students and faculty in the normal and
exceptional cases.
Lack of contact in a German setting determined the use of English in 11 of the 14
pairs where it dominated. Professors in these 11 pairs were all native speakers of
English. "No German contact means no German spoken" seems to be an unwritten rule
that both students and faculty voiced. In these instances we cannot really talk about
language choice. Rather, in the absence of a German setting, the larger setting (i.e. an
American city and university) plus the fact that all professors in the 11 pairs were native
speakers of English dictated the choice of English. Several students even claimed, "It
made no sense to speak with these people in German."
In most of the remaining 24 professor-student interaction pairs, professors
claimed to accommodate to students' stronger language. In 13 out of the 24 pairs, this is
largely accurate. However, the remaining 11 cases are more complex.
Two students claimed that it was the professors who set the language in their
interactions, rather than the other way around. This may have some truth to it. Two
professors incorrectly perceived one student's stronger language; in those pairs, the
student's dominant language was in fact her weaker language. So how do professors
decide which language a student finds more comfortable? Perhaps the two professors
initiated one language and the student's high proficiency suggested to them that this
was the student's stronger language. Also, one professor who claimed to use students'
stronger language in interactions actually used his preferred language with two students

21

so the dominant language in those conversations was the students' weaker language. In
most such cases students said they were happy with the dominant language but felt that
it had not been their choice.

Disagreement on dominant code
The other problematical pairs are the four cases where professors' and students'
perceptions of the dominant language clashed. All four instances involved professors
who claimed to initiate students' stronger language. Since there was generally broad
agreement on the stronger language, it is perplexing why some students and professors
identified a different dominant language here. Recording actual conversations over a
period of time could shed light on whose perception is right, but investigating the
reasons behind this discrepancy could prove very interesting. After almost two years in
this community paying close attention to language choice and its dynamics, I offer these
tentative explanations for the disagreement.
From the students' perspective, their individual motives (whatever those may be)
might prompt them to always approach a professor in a certain language. Nevertheless,

the conversation may end up being in the other one. However, as students try to act
according to their personal motives, they will tend to initiate the language they deem
appropriate for that exchange, leaving them with the impression that that language
really does dominate in such interactions.
While faculty members may think that they normally speak to students in
students' stronger language, other considerations (e.g. giving practice to students;
testing students' competency; professor's own preference) may occasionally override
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their primary motivations without their being fully aware of it. Thus, when asked about
language choice, they might still claim they spoke in students' stronger language
whereas their secondary motivations may result in conversing with a student in her
weaker language.
Finally, it seems that the amount of personal contact vs. the amount of group
contact may produce diverging perceptions. If a student and professor communicate
more in a group setting and the language they use there is different from the language of
their one-on-one conversations, this may cloud a person's recollection of just the one-on
one setting and impede her /his ability to tell the two kinds of settings and the two
languages apart.

STUDENT-STUDENT INTERACTIONS
As the study involved five student participants, there were ten pairs of students
of which nine agreed on what language they primarily spoke in one-on-one oral
conversations. Five of the nine pairs claimed German and two claimed English to be the
language they spoke to each other predominantly. There were two pairs who reported
alternating use of German and English with each language prevailing in about the same
amount of exchanges. There was one person with whom everybody spoke mostly
German, the rest of the participants claimed to use both languages. Although in most
cases the dominance of one language was obvious and very strong, there was no
instance of exclusive use of one language. Thus, similarly to student-professor
interactions, every student participant spoke in the other language to each other, even if
only for a very brief period or for very specific reasons.
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Motives for code choice
Students' motives for code choice with other students were less clear-cut than
with pro�essors. They did not identify general motivations that governed their language
use; rather, their choices seemed to be tailored to individual interlocutors. The
significant reason for this heterogeneity seemed to be the fact that none of the student
participants was a native speaker of either German or English. Therefore, the rule
"native language with native speaker" which students employed in a number of
interactions with professors lost its validity in student-student conversations. Despite
the apparent lack of systematic behavior, a closer look at the data revealed that there is
indeed a dynamic pattern behind students' code choices. Comparing reported reasons
with reported behavior and taking into account students' stronger and preferred
languages, the following paradigm emerged.
In general, students' code choice still seemed to be motivated primarily by issues
of language competence. Specifically, if a student expressed, either directly or indirectly,
a strong desire to speak a particular language, that language was spoken unless the
interlocutor communicated a similarly strong desire towards speaking a different
language. To express directly in this context meant that a student verbally stated that
she preferred to speak in one particular language. The reason for such a wish could be
either that the student wanted to practice her weaker language or that the student
wished to use her stronger and preferred language as it allowed for maximum self
expression. Indirect communication of such desire happened when a student initiated
her preferred language in interactions over and over, regardless of what the interlocutor
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initiated. This behavior was in tum interpreted by the other student as a clear indication
of language preference, with which she could then either comply or decide to resist. In
the student-student conversations, seven out of ten pairs' language use could be
explained by such motivations. In these seven cases the interlocutors agreed to comply
with their fellow student's preferences. However, just as with student-professor
interactions, compliance did not necessarily indicate making sacrifices or unwillingly
giving in. In most cases the interlocutors did not show apprehension but readily
accepted the choice.
Considering the above, it is possible to explain the two cases of equal dominance
between German and English as a way for participants to negotiate strong but diverging
language preferences. Interlocutors in these pairs claimed to have a preference for
different languages. It seems, therefore, that where neither interlocutor was willing to
give in (actually, all students reported that their interlocutor usually started in her own
preferred language), they instead maintained an open choice. In other words, their
conversations took place sometimes in German and sometimes in English, thus
negotiating their conflicting language preferences.

Disagreement on dominant code

Finally, there was one pair where the two students did not agree on what the
dominant language of their conversations was. This case is significant as it represents a
pair whose language use has recently changed, which they both noticed. The change
was motivated by one student's resolution to speak her weaker language more often,
while in the past they had talked in her stronger language. The determined student
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claimed to now mainly speak in her weaker language, whereas the other student,
although she recognized the change, reported that they used the two languages in equal
amounts.
Again, the reason for this discrepancy may be that the second student, who was
perfectly happy with their previous dominant language, was still initiating in that
language, which she happened to prefer. The first student on the other hand, trying to
introduce and employ her new preferred code, was consistently initiating it. Students'
perceptions of dominant language may have been thus shaped by their own desires,
their own intent to speak their preferred language. Whether there is indeed a dominant
language in their conversations or whether they constitute another example of
negotiating strong and opposing desires, requires more in-depth investigation.

PROFESSOR-PROFESSOR INTERACTIONS

Among the seven faculty participants, there were three native speakers of
German and three native speakers of English. Native speaker in these cases can be
defined as someone who acquired the language in early childhood and has considered

that particular language to be the language he has the strongest overall command of.
While this definition allows for the categorization of most professors as native speakers
of either German or English, it is insufficient in determining one participant's native
tongue. Although the language of his childhood and home was German, due to his
(linguistic) biography English has become the language of his personal and professional
life since early adulthood. He also admitted that he felt more at ease expressing himself
in English. Based on the above definition, it is difficult to label him as a native speaker of
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either language. For the purpose of this study, he will be considered as a native speaker
of neither German nor English but as someone who speaks German without a foreign
accent but regards English as his stronger language.
There were altogether twenty-one pairs of interlocutors among the professors
with six native speaker-native speaker (NS-NS) dyads (where participants' native
language could be determined unambiguously). With one exception, all participants in
these pairs said and agreed that they used the native language in one-on-one
conversations with each other. From the remaining fifteen native speaker-non-native
speaker (NS-NNS) pairs, one reported using German and English in equal amount and 2
pairs identified a different dominant language, leaving twelve pairs where participants'
claims concurred about which language they used more. In seven cases English was
reported as the dominant language while five pairs said they spoke more German than
English with each other.

Motives for code choice

With regard to NS-NS conversations, participants considered using the native
language as the natural choice. Most of them perceived speaking with a fellow NS in a
foreign language awkward or artificial and thus something they would not do. In NS
NNS pairs, unlike in professor-student conversations, most participants claimed not to
have an identifiable rule or motivation that governed their language choices and that
would hold true for all interactions with a NNS. Two participants, however, admitted to
a preference, one that all NNS interlocutors noticed as well. One professor said that he
likes to �peak with native speakers of the foreign language in the foreign language,
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mainly for the purpose of practice. As a NS of English, conversations with his German
NS colleagues are a great opportunity for him to keep up his proficiency in German and
potentially to improve it. The other participant claimed that his position in the
department called for the use of his native language in most cases. As an administrator,
he has to ensure that information is clear to everybody, which he can best achieve in his
native language that is also the language of the larger setting. There was a third
participant who himself did not indicate a particular preference but whom most NNS
interlocutors perceived as having a strong dedication and bond to his native language
and consequently initiating it in most conversations.
As mentioned earlier, these predilections were also noted by NNS interlocutors
of the three participants, although reasons were not identified in all cases. What is more,
in eight out of the twelve NS-NNS dyads, one interlocutor's preference seemed to have
accounted for the dominance of a certain language. In other words, similarly to student
student conversations, it seems that if one participant expresses a desire to use one
language over the other, that particular language will dominate one-on-one
conversations between those people, although

in most cases it will not mean exclusive

use. Just as in the case of student participants, a professor can communicate such desire
either directly (i.e. formulating his preference verbally) or indirectly, by initiating his
preferred code in actual conversations over and over again. This scenario differs from
that among students in one aspect. Whereas students' language preferences were
unmistakably tied to considerations of language competence, the connection between
motives and language proficiency in this situation is less obvious. While one professor's
desire to practice his German clearly falls into this category, the other two do not appear
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to be related to issues of language competency. The claim that English is used to ensure
mutual understanding and clarity may have a linguistic component to it, although from
the perspective of a NNS of English, German (or any other native language) would
certainly be a more suitable choice to achieve optimal efficiency and understanding. In
this case, a more likely explanation is that the language of the administrative setting the
person's position carries with itself generates code choice. In other words, since the
language of the larger setting (an American academic department) is English, the
expected language choice with a person primarily seen as an administrator of this
setting will also be English. The third participant's preference for his own native
language was explained by his NNS interlocutors as an expression of commitment to the
native tongue. Although this possibility was not mentioned or affirmed by the person
himself, the allegations indicate that issues of identity and/ or long-term attitude may
motivate such preference and not the person's inability to express himself in the foreign
language.
If we tum to the four NS-NNS pairs where dominance of one language was not a
result of personal preferences, explanations for the dominance are less decisive.
Members of the first and second pair agreed that the primacy of English was brought
about by the fact that their personal relationship had developed through social contacts
where English was the language of communication. It seems therefore, that the language
through which people develop interpersonal relationships generally defines the
language of their subsequent interactions, although as was pointed out by participants, a
substantial amount of one-on-one conversations are conducted in the other language as
well.
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Finally, the last two pairs involve the participant for whom no clear native
language could be identified, based on the definition utilized in this study. In both of
these pairs, the dominant language was the native language of the professor's
interlocutor. The participant claimed that he spoke with these people in the given
language because "it seemed natural." If we look at his interactions with the rest of the
faculty participants, in all cases the dominant language is his interlocutor's native
language. Furthermore, his ''hybrid" (self-classification) status is reflected in the way
other faculty members perceive him. While one colleague thought of him as a NS of
German, another recognized him as an American. His self-identification and his
colleagues' perception of him may thus motivate the professor to adapt to his
interlocutor's native language more readily than some others might.

Disagreement on dominant lan g uag e
As mentioned earlier, there were three pairs of professors who did not agree on
their dominant language. Involved are five different people in one NS-NS and two NS
NNS dyads. One clue to the discrepancy may come from similarities in the frequency of
interaction among these people and also in the type of exchange they usually engage in.
All three pairs reported having only occasional face-to-face communication where the
two of them are alone. Furthermore, none of them has much contact with the other
member of the pair outside of the department. As far as issues and topics of their
interactions are concerned, they tend to be in all three cases strictly business-related or
professional in nature. Two of the pairs involve people who have known each other for
only a limited period of time, basically less than a year. Therefore, they have had a very
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limited number and range of exchanges on which to base their decisions about a
dominant language. Consequently, it is possible that due to limited past evidence, these
participants relied on a few exchanges (either on more recent ones or on conversations
participants had clear recollections of) when asked to identify a dominant code. As
previous conversations might have taken place in either language, and since participants
might have based their answers on different exchanges, it is not unlikely that this may
have led to diverging perceptions about which language predominates one-on-one
interactions of these participants.
While all this is true for the NS-NS interaction pair, it is intriguing how two
people who speak the same native language could hold different views about their code
conventions with each another. While one professor said that all of their interactions
were carried out in the native language, the other participant claimed that he was
usually (about 60% of the time) addressed by this particular interlocutor in the foreign
language. How is this possible? The most probable explanation is actually given by the
first professor himself. When asked whether he spoke with a fellow NS in the foreign
language at all, he gave the following answer:
Maybe only if it is a continuation of another conversation or maybe . . . conversation . . .like
the departmental meeting was just conducted in English and we might walk out the door
and just be caught up in all these emotions and that might but . . . not anything that 1. . .it
would be always linked to some . . . conversation in group that was conducted in English
and maybe it was so intense that you kind of forget about which language . . . .

As we can see, there is the possibility that this professor, after having participated in a
conversation in the foreign language, may still be "caught up" in that language and
would address even a fellow NS in the foreign language. His NS conversational partner,
however, unaware of such motivations, may suspect intentionality behind his
interlocutor's code choice. Additional support for this conjecture provides the fact that
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the second professor mentioned initiation of the foreign language, and not the entire
conversation being conducted in the non-native code. Since he reportedly generally
switches to the native language in his tum, however, it is impossible to tell whether the
entire conversation could potentially be carried out in the foreign language. Lastly, data
from this last interaction pair suggests that choosing the non-dominant code may trigger
strong emotions in a NS-NS dyad; more so than in pairs where interlocutors do not
share a native language.

CODE-SWITCHING AND THE USE OF THE NON-DOMINANT LANGUAGE
The interviews and subsequent analysis revealed that most participants have an
established dominant language that they use when interacting one-on-one with certain
other individuals within the department. As it has been pointed out before, this does not
mean that all conversations are held in that particular language. While English or
German may proportionally occupy more interaction time, the other language is still
used in some conversations or in segments thereof. Apart from trying to identify a
predominant code, participants in the interview were also asked to reflect on whether
they switched between German and English within one conversation and if yes, what
characterized those switches. In particular, they were asked to describe how long the
switch usually lasted and why they occurred (i.e. what may trigger moving to the other
language). I also wanted to gather information about the use of the non-dominant
language. Therefore, I asked students and professors to think about instances when they
would use the language that is not characteristic for interactions with a given
interlocutor. Specifically, I wanted to know if participants saw any difference in their use
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of the two languages that may be caused by an identifiable factor. That is to say, I
wanted participants to reflect whether they were more likely to speak in one language
than the other based on some external or internal impetus.
None of the participants reported the use of a mixed code, that is where
switching between two languages occurs so rapidly within a conversation that one
cannot tell which language is being spoken. In fact, most participants specifically
pointed out that such use of English and German does not happen. Two types of
switching characterize most conversations: switching for individual words or switching
the entire exchange to the other language.

Switching for words
Several reasons may prompt a speaker in this particular setting to resort to
inserting words or phrases from the other code. One type of such switching occurs when
a person uses a word or expression because s/he cannot think of its equivalent in the
language of the conversation or if it would take up too much time trying to find a
suitable term. All students and some professors reported that if one term is available for
immediate retrieval in the language that is not the language of the conversation, they
will not hesitate to use it; although while some admitted to choosing this alternative
fairly frequently, others reported only very occasional usage.
Another type of switch that participants engaged in also involved inserting a
word or expression from the other language, not because of easy accessibility but
because a phrase or idiomatic expression was especially apt for a particular situation.
Interestingly, such strategic use was mainly found among professor participants; only
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one student reported occasionally switching for such reasons. Some professors also
admitted that while speaking in one language, they sometimes make a joking or
humorous remark in the other. This also happened in NS-NS conversations; in fact,
switching for an apposite term and/ or for humor was one of the few times native
speakers reported speaking or using the non-native language while interacting with
another NS.
Participants' reactions to and comments about code switching of this first type
are also worthy of note. It seems that some faculty members do not consider switching
between the two languages for words or sentences a desirable act. As one participant
put it, "I don't like the mishmash, it drives me nuts." Three professor participants labeled
it as a method that results from laziness on the speaker's side and should be avoided.
Also, almost all professors praised another colleague for his ability to keep the two
languages separate and for not sprinkling conversations with vocabulary items from the
other language. Ironically, three of the faculty participants actually switched during the
interview for an apposite term in German.
Students' opinion is divided on this issue. One student participant expressed a

very strong opposition to switching practices of a faculty member:
. . . he was switching so much back and forth from one language to another language . . . and
I almost wanted to come to him and say 'please speak German because' [ . . .] Because I
think both languages are easy for him to talk so . . . it's . . .l would consider maybe like a
laziness for looking for the right word . . .if he has this word at this moment in his head he
uses it without . . . taking time and searching . . .

Two other students voiced that while they did not have any inhibitions switching in
conversations among themselves, they tried to avoid switching while talking to their
professors. One student seemed especially concerned about the issue:
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You see, with the professors it's a little bit . . . difficult because it's a little bit formal maybe
and I don't know when I start talking one way, if I switch, it would be interpreted in
different ways . . .l don't know. I mean, I am not comfortable and I don't want them to
know that . . .l don't know. But with GTAs, friends, or among family even I feel
comfortable . . .it's just like whatever comes up, comes in your mind . . . I think this thing
would be within a comfortable environment rather than talking to a professor where there
is at least in my view, there is . . . [ . . . ] and I don't know, maybe it's not respectful to
change, maybe it's . . . not not respectful but maybe . . .it's not formal to switch . . .

It seems that while students engage in code switching more often when they are among
themselves and it is not generally viewed negatively, some of them are more cautious in
their language behavior with faculty members and try to avoid switching between
German and English. Given some professors' attitudes about single-word code
switching, this decision may be well founded.

Switching for larger conversational segments
The second type of switching that occurs within this speech community is when
the language of the entire conversation or at least a longer section of it changes.
Although it is classified as a form of switching, situations where participants completely
shift to a different code generally constitute examples of their usage of the non
dominant language. In other words, reasons that are discussed in the following
represent stimuli that may impel members of the speech community to choose a certain
language rather than the other and thus most probably diverge from their code choice

conventions.

Lexically motivated switching
One of the most commonly cited reasons for choosing a certain code as the
language of conversation was to discuss certain areas where participants' vocabulary
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was likely to be broader or easier to retrieve. When talking about university policy or
issues of administration, most participants claimed to opt for English. In the case of
professors, this seems to be mainly motivated by the time it takes to access the relevant
terminology in the two codes. That is to say, most of them said they had talked about
these topics in German before and they still did occasionally, but for communicative
efficiency they generally chose to discuss them in English. As far as students are
concerned, based on their comments in the interviews it could be argued that for most of
them, speaking about certain topics in a certain language would be almost impossible. It
is important to remember that student participants of this study function on a daily basis
in two languages, neither of which is their native tongue. During their career in the
United States, they learn about many new concepts for the first time; that is, for them
this does not simply involve adding new items to their foreign language vocabulary but
rather learning a notion or phenomenon together with its name. Oftentimes they may
not have an equivalent label in their native language for the new concept, let alone in the
other foreign language, or that label may be unknown to them. The following excerpts
from the interviews support this idea:
I mean, [that paper} was all in English which . . . actually, I felt comfortable writing it in
English. Because all the vocabulary and all the terms and all the things . . . were in English. I
mean, I've been taught that in English, I mean [ . . . } the class that I have taken was in
English so . . . [ . . . } Because it's just . . . the way the input is, actually.

Another student talked about similar experiences:
Usually when we talk about graduation and final examination then it's English. [ . . . } It's
my interpretation but it's hard to talk about . . . when we use so many English terms like
application to candidacy and graduation and . . .it's hard to translate. For me it's almost
impossible.

In the following examples two other students refer to certain topics as being "so
English"; suggesting that terms and the concepts behind them associated with that
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subject matter may have been acquired by these students in English and may not be
known to them in German at all .
. . . we were thinking about whether we should digitalize the . . . so he had to make a phone
call I guess to the library and then we switched . . . and I think I switched first just because
of the content . . . the context of the library is so English . . . that I started to talk about
digitalizing and I don't know the expressions in German very well so then he switched too
and called them and . . . talked to them in English so we kind of . . . actually that was a time
when we talked in English, but only in the context of digitalizing that specific article and
then we switched back.

Yes, even if we talked in German it happened that we switched a lot to English especially
when we get to points when something is so English, some expression or some words
which are so good in English or better expressed in English, we'll switch to English.

Gibbons encountered a similar phenomenon among native Chinese students from Hong
Kong who received their education in English (87-88). As he points out, concept
formation and the labeling of concepts for these students occurred in English, and
although a student may later associate a newly acquired construct with terms in her
native language or other codes she speaks, the primacy of the English lexis will most
likely remain, especially if reinforced by continued education in that language. Student
participants in my study seem to have gone through a similar experience. For them
switching to the language they formed concepts in may be a necessity, as they would not
otherwise be able to communicate efficiently (or at all) about the issue in question.3

Past encounters
A second rationale for choosing a specific code also builds on past experience
and is made up of two components that are interrelated. The first claim seems to be
strongly connected to the idea of concept formation: some students said that it was
easier to talk about events in the language in which they happened. It did not become
clear from the interviews, however, whether such motivation was due to the formation
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of some constructs in one foreign language and the consequent inability to reformulate
them in the other; or whether it merely implied the extra time and effort recounting a
story in participants' other second language called for. Similarly to the first claim, some
participants (both students and professors) argued that recurrent issues are likely to be
discussed in the language in which they were first talked about. As one student
participant explained, "[names of other students] were also included and they always
talked about it in English and maybe that might have affected that. And then whenever
we would talk about that thing . . . just the two of us, it would be English." Although a
tendency rather than a rule, it seems that these participants create a mental association
between past discourse and its language that influences or determines future code
choices, possibly regardless of the interlocutor or other considerations.

Last language spoken
Thirdly, several participants, both professors and students, claimed that
sometimes their choice of code might depend on the language that they had last spoken.
In other words,

if a speaker was engaged in a German conversation prior to entering a

new one with a different interlocutor, this will increase the likelihood that she will
choose German in the subsequent exchange. Her choice may be only for the opening
lines, and then depending on code conventions with the new interlocutor, the
conversation may proceed in the other language. Similarly, some participants reported
that the language they are thinking in at the onset of a conversation might also channel
their code choice towards that particular language. One participant even claimed that
outside communications and various meetings might mark entire days for the
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predominant use of either English or German; a fact that will most probably influence
his code choice in interactions with colleagues and students that particular day.

Psychologi.cal state
The fourth influential factor several participants identified had to do with their
physical or mental state at the time a conversation takes place. They claimed that their
physical well-being or how tired they felt might affect which language they chose in
conversations with others. In particular, these participants said that if it was towards the
end of the day or if they were stressed or simply tired, they were more likely to fall back
on their native language or in the case of one student participant, on her stronger
language. This is not necessarily related to a person's proficiency in the foreign
language; it simply reflects the extra amount of mental effort and concentration that
conversing in a foreign language requires of the speaker, even if s/he is highly
proficient.

Exclusion/inclusion of bystanders
Finally, three students and one faculty member admitted that sometimes they
consciously chose a language in order to prevent others from understanding what they
were talking about. Usually this happens when they want to exclude people who are not
directly part of the conversation but are within earshot. Interestingly, two professor
participants addressed this issue from a different angle. They claimed that choosing the
non-dominant code with a certain interlocutor is at times occasioned by a reverse
motivation: to allow bystanders to understand what is being talked about. For one
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participant this factor seemed to be a very powerful one, mainly due to some past
experience that he had regarding this issue:
Very often you might just sense people are standing too close, you don't want them to be
part of your conversation . . . that it's a matter of politeness that you use a certain language
with them. I might be more sensitive to that than other people because I know from the
childhood experience that . . . people switching [to a language} that the surrounding parties
cannot understand usually triggered negative emotions and . . . [ . . . ] whenever I am in a
situation where I feel like it hurt somebody's emotions or making them feel they don't
understand, I try to use English. So I think it might be for that reason which is really an
external factor so it has nothing to do with the person I'm talking to . . .

Speaking in one language to exclude or not to exclude others from a conversation is
probably the most conscious decision participants in the study identified; it is also one
that is influenced by the speaker's past experiences and attitudes and one that
depending on which language a speaker chooses may affect interlocutors and those
under consideration in different ways.

Similarities to and differences from other bilingual communities

It is worth examining which of the factors discussed above are present in other
bilingual communities and to what extent their influence on code choice is similar. The
influence of topic on language choice has been demonstrated by researchers of the
Sociology of Language approach in various communities (Fishman 1965, 1971) and also
by others (Ervin-Tripp 1964; Gibbons 1987; Pennington et al. 1992). However, while
some of these researchers admit to the influence of language competence on the
distribution of languages according to topic, they claim that speakers' inability to discuss
certain issues in a certain language points to a greater division of the languages in
question at the societal level. In others words, if a number of speakers is unable to talk
about a business issue in language B because they all had received their professional

40

training in language A, this signals that languages A and B potentially occupy different
social statuses in the larger community. Thus, it is not topic per se which influences
language choice; one has to look at greater societal tendencies to explain why people
choose certain languages in certain situations.
It is fairly clear that societal tendencies will have little effect on code choice

practices of participants in this study. A foreign language academic department is a
relatively closed community where the use of two languages does not/ cannot reflect
economic or status patterns of the larger community, since this community is
predominantly monolingual. While topic per se does not seem to influence code choice
here either, it is language competence or considerations of communication efficiency,
rather than greater societal dynamics that will prompt a division of English and German
along the axis of topic.
The notion of concept-formation, which has been mentioned earlier in this paper,
is closely linked to topical distribution. Apart from scholars of the Sociology of
Language approach and some individual researchers (Gibbons 1987, Pennington et al.
1992), the possibility of such constraints has been largely ignored in code choice
research. It is clear, however, that the learning and association of concepts with labels in
one foreign language will limit students' (and possibly some professors') ability to
converse about related subject matters in the other foreign language. The fact that the
two codes available to these students for daily interactions are not their native languages
makes the transition from one language to the other even more difficult, if not
impossible.
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Past research supports the idea that if somebody or something is being quoted in
a bilingual discourse, the original language of the quote will be retained, regardless of
the code of the current exchange (Rayfield 1970; Gibbons 1987). Very similar to this
phenomenon are student and professor participants' claims about the language of past
events and past conversations determining or at least affecting the language of their
subsequent discussions. However, while previous studies focus on or report the
quotation of only single sentences, participants in my study referred to the language of
entire segments of conversations being influenced by codes of past discourse. The
difference is probably produced by the fact that participants of previous studies were
bilingual speakers with a shared native language who among themselves were not likely
to sustain a conversation in the foreign language. Thus, inserts from the foreign
language into a NS-NS interaction could not have been longer than a few clauses. In my
study, the influence of the original language was only reported from NS-NNS
conversations where, despite the dominant language, participants may communicate in
either German or English, without inflicting emotional reaction or opposition to
langua ge choice.

Finally, while there is some evidence to the use of one language to exclude others
from a conversation {T'sou 1975; Weyers 1999; Zhang 2000), there is no reference in past
research to a speaker's physical or mental state as a significant factor in determining
language choice. Equally undocumented is the tendency to choose a certain variety
based on the language of an immediately preceding conversation or on the language of
thought at the moment. It is most likely the peculiar nature of the linguistic community
of this study that accounts for such unprecedented factors. This is to some extent an
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artificial bilingual micro-community of speakers who are highly proficient in both
German and English. It is artificial because one of the languages is geographically
remote from its social and cultural context and because it is not only a means of
communication but also the subject matter of academic study. The fact that all students
(at least those who participated in the study) are non-native speakers of both German
and English adds to the non-conventional nature of the setting. The characteristics of the
community and its members create dynamics of language use that are absent in other
bilingual situations. On the same note, it is therefore possible that factors that have been
shown to influence and predict speakers' code choices in other settings will have no
effect on which language is spoken by members of this multilingual academic
community.
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CHAPTER S
TOWARDS A MODEL

In Chapter 4, I analyzed participants' responses about what language dominates
their interactions with other members of the department and why. Results for the three
types of conversations (professor-student, student-student, professor-professor) were
presented and discussed separately. Chapter 4 also dealt with the issue of code
switching as well as with participants' use of the non-dominant language. Based on the
interviews, several factors that seem to facilitate the choice of one language over the
other were identified and examined. Treating and discussing these areas in separate
sections served a practical purpose and enabled a clear and comprehensible presentation
of the study's findings. However, it is important to emphasize that they do not exist
independently; rather, they are linked by the people who make those code choices. A
study that aims at uncovering the dynamics behind code choice in a multilingual
community cannot remain at the level of individual decisions or individual situations
but should be able to account for linguistic decisions on a broader basis. The purpose of
this chapter is therefore to integrate findings from previous sections into one model that
explains and to a great degree predicts why members of this multilingual community
choose a certain language in one-on-one conversations.
In most cases, code choice for all participants seemed to be motivated by or
revolve around issues of language competence. Students chose a particular language
either to have practice or because they felt more confident in a certain language. At other
times, students' subordinate status in relation to faculty members prompted them to
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adapt a language based on their perceptions of professors' preferences. Most of
professors' code choices with a student can be explained as a reaction to their
perceptions of students' language competence (i.e. choose students' stronger language to
make them feel comfortable or choose students' weaker language to give them practice)
or as a reflection of their own code preferences. In conversations among faculty
members, some professors initiated a certain language based on individual desires (to
practice or to be clear) while others felt that they accommodated to their interlocutors'
perceived preferences.
Factors influencing participants' motives for a dominant code have to be
differentiated from those affecting the use of the non-dominant language. Whereas the
first set of motives seem to be relatively stable and have long-term effects, reasons for
selecting the non-dominant code appear to be highly situational. A speaker's physical or
psychological state, the conversation s/he is coming from or bystanders are factors that
change from situation to situation. A model of code choice should be able to explain
how the interaction of situational and more constant motives influences a speaker to
arrive at a particular language. The model presented in the following section attempts to
achieve that: to combine different factors and motives into a systematic representation of
the decision-making process that a speaker goes through before choosing a code.

FACTORS INFLUENCING CODE CHOICE
Speaker 1 characteristics
Firstly, each speaker comes into a conversation or into a series of conversations
with certain individual characteristics. These are twofold. The first set includes elements
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of the speaker's identity that are relatively constant, such as demographics, a person's
native language and other languages s/he learned, her/his educational level and
her/his experiences. Temporary or situational variables include a speaker's physical or
mental state or her mood. These factors themselves do not directly influence code
choice; they only possess mediating power.

Lan guag e competence
Based on characteristics of the speaker, a particular constellation of language
competence will apply. Language competence consists of several components. The first
one, code knowledge, refers to the amount of expertise the speaker has acquired in a
(foreign) language. It encompasses both grammatical knowledge (i.e. knowledge of
structures and words) and pragmatic knowledge ·(i.e. knowledge of how to use and
interpret those structures and words in a given context). Code knowledge is relatively
stable. and does not change from one situation to another, although over a longer period
of time a speaker's knowledge of the language may increase or decrease.

Code

accessibility, on the other hand, denotes the speaker's ability to retrieve some relevant
pieces of her code knowledge at a given moment and as such is situation-bound. We
have seen how speakers' ability to express themselves in a foreign language plays a role
in determining which language will be spoken in a particular exchange. However,
whereas at the surface level participants' command of German and English seems to
motivate code choice, investigating the data at the social-psychological level reveals that
it is not language competence per se that determines which language is used.
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Speaker 2 characteristics
When making decisions about which language to choose, characteristics of the
interlocutor (or Speaker 2 in an interactive framework) will pose a filter through which
competence iss�es have to pass. Perceptions of Speaker 1 about Speaker 2 (about her
/his status relative to Speaker l; her/his native language; her/his perceived mastery of
the foreign languages) will affect and possibly modify the decision made at the level of
language competence. Specifically, influenced by who the interactional partner is,
Speaker 1 may channel her /his preliminary choice towards one of two options.

Speaker 1 desires and/or values
Taking into account the perceived dtaracteristics of Speaker 2, Speaker l's
desires, values and/or attitudes may induce her/him to choose a code to gain certain
benefits for herself/himself. In this case, Speaker l's act is self-centered and is aimed at
fulfilling her/his own desires. In other words, Spea.ker 1 chooses a code because through
that choice s/he hopes to harvest either short-term or long-term linguistic or other
benefits. On the other hand, the factors Speaker 1 has considered after passing through
the first three filters may prompt her/him to dispense with her/his own wants and
needs and instead consider the interlocutor's desires. Choosing a code which will benefit
Speaker 2 generally takes the form of accommodation and is, compared to the first
option, an altruistic deed. If Speaker 1 and Speaker 2 are motivated by the same type of
action (i.e. both are "selfish" or "altruistic"), which will generate the choice of different
codes, a conflict may occur. It can be resolved, however, by Speakers 1 and 2 negotiating
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their diverging desires and goals. Finally, there are several variables that arise
exclusively from a particular situation but which nevertheless can have a very powerful
effect on which language a speaker eventually chooses.
After presenting the model on a symbolic level, let us examine real code choices
that participants have made and see how they can be explained in terms of a decision
making process that is depicted in the Code Choice diagram (see page 48). To illustrate
how the model works, I will take examples from each conversation type (student
professor; student-student; professor-professor) and follow them through the stages
represented in the chart. (Note that boxes with solid lines represent relatively constant
factors while boxes with a dashed line contain situational factors.)

CONSTANT FACTORS: DECIDING THE DOMINANT LANGUAGE
In the beginning, when a student does not yet have an established dominant
code with a professor, her competence in the two languages (a result of the interplay of
constant elements of her identity), in specific, her code knowledge will be taken into
account. She may feel that her knowledge of English is greater than her knowledge of
German. This may set her up to a preliminary preference for code choice, namely that
she wants to practice her German. This would yield a long-term benefit for the student:
although speaking in German might require some extra effort and limit her self
expression, gaining practice and thus improving her German may be rewarded later on
in the student's career. However, when the student considers characteristics of the
professor (he is possibly older than the student, may be more or less proficient in the
foreign language, certainly occupies a higher status, and he may be friendly and
48
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approachable or not) she may abandon her initial code choice. If she, from a series of
conversations, perceives that the professor prefers to speak English, his higher status
and other personal characteristics may persuade the student to disregard what her
desire is (i.e. practice German) and instead focus on her interlocutor's needs and wants,
and thus accommodate to the professor's perceived code preference.
Let us consider another example. A second student may feel that since her
German is stronger than her English (code knowledge), and since being able to express
herself fully is of priority to her, she will have a preference for using German. When
faced with characteristics of her professor interlocutor, she may decide (unlike the first
student) not to "give in" to what she perceives to be the professor's wants. Rather, based
on her desires and/ or values, she may opt for the "selfish" decision and always choose
the language that will provide her the (short-term) benefit of understanding and being
fully understood.
A professor also possesses knowledge of different codes. In this particular
community, professors use German and English in conversations with students, one of
which is their native language. Based on his knowledge of the two codes, the professor
may have certain preferences as to which language he wants to use. When he meets a
student, certain characteristics of the student may induce him to revise his own
predilection. For instance, the professor may be inclined to use his foreign language,
German, in order to have practice. He perceives, however, that that particular student
(for whom both German and English are foreign languages) is more fluent (has a greater
knowledge of the code) in English. Based on his values, the professor may act "selfishly"
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and decide to speak in German to the student to fulfill his own desires. Note that
through this selfish choice, he actually pushes the student to use her weaker language
and thus arguably provides her with long-term benefits. On the other hand, the
professor may also decide that making the student feel as comfortable as possible is
important to him (short-term benefit of Speaker 2) and so accommodates to what he
perceives to be the student's stronger language.
Similar decisions are made when two students encounter. Her code preferences
may prompt a student to speak her stronger language (short-term benefit) or her weaker
language (long-term benefit) in conversations with the other student. Based on what she
perceives to be the desire of the student interlocutor (along with other characteristics of
hers), however, she may choose to accommodate to her interlocutor's preference and
elect the language she initiates as their dominant code. Which route the student will
take, whether she will act in a "selfish" or "altruistic" manner, will ultimately be based on
her personal values and beliefs.
Professors' decision-making process in establishing a dominant code with
another professor is analogous to that of student-student conversations. Consideration
of the personal characteristics of his interlocutor (including his relative status, age, and
code knowledge) coupled with the professor's own values, desires and beliefs will lead
him to either act according to what may be beneficial for him or to be altruistic and
accommodate to his interlocutor's wants and needs. Thus, through a series of exchanges,
a dominant code will eventually emerge.
As mentioned earlier, desires of Speaker 1 and Speaker 2 may be in conflict. If so,
this conflict can be resolved in two ways. One of them is accommodation; that is, giving
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up what Speaker 1 wants and submitting to Speaker 2's code preference. However, it is
possible that neither Speaker 1 nor Speaker 2 is willing to abandon their personal
preferences. In this case, one way to cope with the conflict over a longer period of time is
to establish the routine that German and English are both used in the same amount of
time between these two people. That is, for this particular pair, there will be no
dominant code; instead, they will have an unwritten and possibly unspoken agreement
that each speaker will use her preferred language at times, which the interlocutor will
accept, knowing that she may use her favored code in subsequent exchanges. Another
possible way to resolve the situation is if each speaker continues to use her own
preferred language. Ultimately, this will lead to a conversation where one person is
speaking in German and the other is speaking in English. Such use of the two languages
has not been reported by the participants.
What has been illustrated so far is the process through which a dominant code is
selected for a particular pair of interlocutors in this community. However, since
dominant does not mean exclusive, occasions when interactional pairs use their non
dominant code have to be explained as well. As argued in this paper, code switching

often occurs when some external or internal impetus motivates speakers to diverge from
their otherwise established code. Code switching is thus by definition situational and is
triggered by a number of different temporary factors. In the following I will exemplify
how these variables exhort their influence on speakers' code choices and explain how
they differ from more stable factors.
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SITUATIONALLY VARIABLE FACTORS: EXPLAINING THE USE OF THE NON
DOMINANT LANGUAGE
Psychological factors
Firstly, a speaker's temporary psychological state may affect her /his ability to
access some aspects of her /his code knowledge. Note that the speaker's code knowledge
does not change; rather, because s/he is tired or sick, and her/his level of concentration
may be low, s/he may not be able to think of a phrase or a word in a given language or
s/he may find it difficult to speak in that language at all. Inaccessibility of a code in itself
will not lead directly to code choice. Suppose that this speaker is a student talking to a
professor. She may have a hard time conversing in their dominant code because her
psychological state limits the accessibility of that code. However, considering who her
interlocutor is, she may decide that it is for her own benefit not to switch, as that may
signal lack of competence, an issue that a student of foreign languages is very sensitive
to. Therefore, bearing the long-term benefits in mind (i.e. that she appears as a
competent speaker of the given foreign language who does not need to switch), the
student may choose not to switch to the language that would give her the short-term
benefit of comfort and optimal level of expression. If, however, the interlocutor of the
student is a fellow student, the above considerations may be disregarded and the
student may actually switch over to the language she can access. It is also possible that
in these situations, some speakers will still consider the needs and desires of the
interlocutor and that their temporary state of mind and body will not keep them from
being altruistic in their code choice.
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Code-aptness and code-accuracy

Although code-aptness and accuracy are not temporary but rather part of the
speaker's code knowledge, the switches that result from the influence of these factors are
situational. Code-aptness refers to the comparative-pragmatic component of a
bilingual's code knowledge. People who speak more than one language are aware of
certain words or idiomatic expressions in one language that suit a particular
phenomenon very aptly; more so than anything else they know of in the other language.
When interacting with another bilingual, a speaker may be induced to make use of
her/his additional code(s) to express a meaning as well as s/he can. We have seen that
members of the academic department in this study also engage in such switching. In
these instances, while a speaker makes use of aspects of her /his code knowledge, a
constant construct, such use is very much triggered by situational needs of the speaker
to express herself/himself fully. However, the speaker still has to go through the filter of
the interlocutor and take into account her /his desires and/ or values before s /he is
ready to make the decision for a switch.
Code accuracy refers to the relative capacity of languages to render certain
meanings appropriately. To give an example, the German word Abitur cannot be
translated by a single word into English simply because there is no equivalent concept to
it in the American secondary education system.4 Even if there is a common translation
for it, it does not render the original meaning adequately. Culturally and linguistically
proficient speakers of the two languages know this and will often counteract this
limitation by using the German word Abitur in their English discourse. Again in this
case, a speaker uses her comparative knowledge of the two codes to overcome
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situational constraints. Depending on the speaker's perception of her /his interlocutor
and influenced by her /his own values and/ or desires, a speaker still may decide to opt
for the less adequate translation, for instance if s/he thinks that the interlocutor does not
know the meaning of the original German word.

Ad hoc variables

Certain ad hoc variables may have a very strong influence on speakers' situational
code choice; one that may directly determine which language they will speak in a given
exchange. There are two factors that participants of the study identified and that can be
accommodated in this category: the need or want to exclude (or not to exclude) a
bystander from a conversation and the language of thought at the onset of a
conversation.
In certain situations, participants of a conversation may speak their non
dominant language in order not to be understood by people standing around or
conversely, not to make others within earshot feel excluded. This aspect of the situation
is likely to override any considerations of language competence or interlocutor
characteristics that participants would otherwise take into account. However, the fact
that some participants choose the dominant language to exclude and some to include
others shows that personal values and beliefs bear some significance in the decision.
Consequently, although bystanders are random variables that will only occasionally
occur, they still prompt a speaker to consider her /his desires and values (i.e. whether
exclusion or inclusion is proper) before opting for a language.
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The language a speaker is thinking in the moment s/he enters a conversation
also constitutes an ad hoc variable. It is different from temporary factors listed under the
speaker's characteristics. y\'hereas in the case of tiredness or mood the speaker will
probably still consider her /his interlocutor and her /his own desires and revise her /his
momentary preference, the language of thought is at a different level of consciousness,
not likely to be available for self-monitoring. This is evidenced by the fact that language
of thought does not limit the speaker's ability to retrieve information from her /his code
knowledge. Rather, it only influences the opening lines of a conversation and is
generally abandoned once the speaker realizes that the language s/he just initiated does
not match the dominant code s/he uses with a particular interlocutor. The language in
which a speaker is thinking is situationally bound and is superimposed on other
considerations of the decision-making mechanism, thus directly affecting which
language the speaker will speak.

Interlocutor and code choice
Finally, the filter of the interlocutor characteristics as well as the final code choice

have to be regarded as both constant and situational, as indicated by the solid and
dashed lines in the diagram. This double status allows the differentiation between how
the different interlocutors influence situational decisions about language use but also
how constant characteristics of any one interlocutor matter in establishing a dominant
code. Similarly, as argued in this paper, code choice made under the pressure of
situational variables has to be distinguished from electing a dominant and relatively
stable code through a series of exchanges between two people. Whereas the other sets of
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factors can be grouped as either situational or constant, the two-sidedness of the
interlocutor and code choice itself calls for their representation at both levels of decision
making.
Two final points. Firstly, although the model depicts a speaker's decision-making
mechanism, it should not be thought of as a highly conscious process that requires long
meditation about possible choices and their consequences. While some of the factors
may well cause moments of hesitation (e.g. ad hoc variables) most of the decisions are
made on a semi-conscious level. The fact that speakers are to some extent aware of the
various factors and that most of their choices are deliberate is proven by participants'
ability to recall and articulate those. Secondly, the model does not include factors that
resulted in the almost exclusive use of English based on a person's administrative role or
on the lack of German contact. I argue that in these cases, there is no choice involved.
Speaker 1 does not perceive Speaker 2 as an "active" member of the bilingual
community; the German component is missing and Speaker 2 appears as a monolingual,
as a member of the larger English speaking setting. Therefore, using German is not an
option; the only "logical" choice is to speak with these people in English.
The above model incorporates elements from previous models of code choice
while including factors that are specific to this linguistic community. Similar to Scotton's
paradigm, it conceives of code choice as the result of a decision-making process where a
speaker opts for German or English based on her /his assessment of the costs and
rewards each choice is likely to bring. Factors such as participants' characteristics and
language competence have also been acknowledged to some extent by both the
interpretive and social psychological schools. Also, accommodation due to status
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difference, argued for by the Speech Accommodation Theory, is a key component in the
model.
One major point where this model differs from previous ones is the lack of
societal constraints. As discussed earlier, these seem to have no effect on code choice
dynamics of the community, since this foreign language department represents a
bilingual enclave in an otherwise monolingual society. The sequence and importance of
the various factors is also unique. Language competence does not simply occupy a
central position in the model presented here. By distinguishing between code
knowledge and code accessibility and including code aptness and accuracy as aspects of
code knowledge, it is shown that language competence is a highly complex construct
that influences code choice in diverse and subtle ways. Finally, the model integrates
factors affecting both the selection of a dominant language and the non-dominant code.
Thus it is able to explain long-term choices accounting for the dominance of German or
English as well as situational choices or switches to the non-dominant code.
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CHAPTER 6
CONCLUSIONS

The goal of this thesis was to find out which language multilingual professors
and students at a foreign language academic department speak in their daily
interactions and also to uncover some of the factors that shape the dynamics of code
choice in this setting. An in-depth interview was conducted with each participant
eliciting information on personal language preferences and on participants' language
usage and choice in one-on-one verbal encounters with other participants. Results
indicated that German and English dominate the conversations of approximately the
same number of participant-dyads. Furthermore, data analysis revealed that code
choices made in all three types of conversations (among faculty and students and
between the two groups) were for the most part linked to issues of language
competence. Other considerations such as status difference between participants and
lack of contact involving German proved to be explanatory as well. Furthermore, a
number of influential factors were identified that accounted for the occurrence of code
switching and thus for the use of the non-dominant code.
Examining participants' responses at the social-psychological level made it
possible to recognize general motives and factors that influenced participants' behavior
and to organize them into a model. The Code Choice Model put forth in the thesis sees
linguistic choices as the products of a decision-making process that speakers in this
setting go through. It distinguishes between situational and constant factors, each
affecting their respective type of code choice (situational vs. dominant code). This model
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can be perceived as a complex, underlying mechanism that governs surface behavior, in
particular language choices. Much like in Myers-Scotton's Rational Choice Model (1999;
2000), the speaker is assigned an active role in deciding which language to speak with
whom. Essentially, the model ar gues that code choices made by professors and students
are either "selfish" or "altruistic"; that is, based on characteristics of both the speaker and
the interlocutor, on issues of language competence and on the speaker's desires and/ or
values, the speaker will choose a language either to her /his own benefit or to the benefit
of the interlocutor. By integrating situational and constant factors, this model is able to
explain and to a great degree to predict linguistic choices made by members of this
multilingual academic micro-community.
Code choice research carried out in academic settings is scarce; research that
examines language use in a foreign language academic department is, to the best of my
knowledge, non-existent. This study therefore constitutes the first in what might become
a series of investigations aimed at exploring how languages are used in such unique
communities of highly proficient bilinguals. A foreign language department is unlike
any other setting researchers have looked at in the past. In what ways issues of code
choice differ or are similar to those found in more naturalistic communities seems
therefore highly interesting. The model presented in this thesis provides a basis upon
which other studies could build or that could be tested through further research. It is
hoped that scholars who are themselves members of a foreign language department and
thus are sensitive to language issues will show interest in continuing this line of
research. Code choice studies carried out in foreign language academic departments
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would not only further our understanding of code choice but could bring benefits to the
individual community in question.
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INFORMED CONSENT STATEMENT
PRINCIPAL INVESTIGATOR: Csilla Weninger
TITLE OF PROJECT: Code Choice in a Multilingual Academic Setting

Purpose
This research study aims at examining the language use of multilingual students and
faculty in a foreign language department. The main research question focuses on finding
out what language students and professors use in their everyday interaction with each
other. In addition, the study intends to map out reasons underlying students' and
professors' language preferences; i.e. why they choose a certain language over another
when engaging in verbal communication with one another.
Information about participants' involvement in the study
Your involvement in this study will require from you to participate in one interview,
which will last no longer than one hour. No other involvement is necessary. During the
interview, I will ask you questions about your linguistic proficiency in the two
languages involved as well as questions about what language(s) you use in
conversations with other participants of the study. Interview questions will also focus on
reasons for your specific language choices. With your consent, the interview will be
audio taped. Approximate number of participants is 12.
Risks
Participation in this study poses no foreseeable risks to you.
Benefits
This study tries to explore code choice (i.e. what language multilingual speakers use
when interacting with others) in a thus far under-researched domain. It is hoped that
results will provide valuable insights into the dynamics of language use in such a
unique linguistic environment while contributing to a better understanding of language
choices in educational settings.
Confidentiality
Every attempt will be made to ensure that the study results are kept confidential. Once
data has been transcribed, all tapes will be erased. Transcribed data will be stored
securely in the Faculty Advisor's office and will be made available only to persons
conducting the study unless participants specifically give permission in writing to do
otherwise. The results of this study may be published and/ or presented at meetings.
However, no reference to names and identities of participants will be made in oral or
written reports. To further ensure anonymity, the two groups of participants (students
and faculty) will be referred to by either the masculine or feminine pronoun, regardless
of participants' gender. To differentiate between participants in reference, each
participant will be randomly assigned a letter of the Latin alphabet.
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Participant initials ______
Contact information
If you have questions at any time about the study or the procedures, you may contact
the researcher, Csilla Weninger, at (865) 974-2311 or at weninger@utk.edu. If you have
questions about your rights as a participant, contact the Compliance Section of the Office
of Research at (865) 974-3466.
Participation
Your participation in this study is voluntary; you may decline to participate without
penalty. If you withdraw from the study before data collection is completed your data
will be returned to you or destroyed.

CONSENT
I have read the above information. I have received a copy of this form. I agree to
participate in this study.
Participant's signature

Date

Investigator's signature

Date
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CODE CHOICE IN A MULTILINGUAL ACADEMIC SETTING
SAMPLE INTERVIEW QUESTIONS
I. Interview with student participants
A. Language background/ competence of interviewee
o
o
o
o
o
o
o

What language do you consider as your first language?
How long and where have you learned English?
How long and where have you learned German?
Which language do you feel more confident with, English or German?
Why?
Do you feel more confident in this language in both speaking. and writing?
If no, what are the differences?

B. Language choice in interaction
Here is a list of faculty members/some of your fellow students. I will ask you a
series of questions regarding your language use with these people. The questions
will be the same for every person.
o How often do you interact with this person per week?
o How long do these conversations generally last?
o What kinds of conversations are they? (formal, school-related issues vs.
informal, small-talk?)
o Can you tell me whether English or German is used when you interact with
this person outside of class?
o Who initiates which language is used?
o What do you think the reason is for using this particular language?
o Is there a difference in code choice in different situations?
o Do you ever switch between the two languages when you interact with this
person?
o If yes, what is the reason?
o How does this person react?
o Does this person ever switch between the two languages?
o Why do you think s/he does that?
o Is there any difference with regard to language choice between spoken and
written communication with this person?
o If yes, what is it?
o What do you think the reason is for this difference?
o Out of all the oral conversations between you and this person, what
percentage is in German and what percentage is in English? What is the
percentage for written communication?
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o

Has this changed since you have known this person?

II. Interview with faculty participants.
A. Language background/ competence of interviewee.
o What language do you consider as your first language?
o How long and where have you learned English/German?
o How would you rate your spoken L2 competence on a scale of 1-10?
B. Language choice in interaction
Here is a list of students. I will ask you a series of questions regarding your language
use with these people. The questions will be the same for every student.
o How often do you interact with this person per week?
o How long do these conversations generally last?
o Can you tell me whether English or German is used when you interact with
this person?
o Who initiates which language is used?
o What do you think the reason is for using this particular language?
o Is there a difference in code choice in different situations?
o Do you ever switch between the two languages when you interact with this
person?
o If yes, what is the reason?
o How does this person react?
o Does this person ever switch between the two languages?
o Why do you think s/he does that?
o Is there any difference with regard to language choice between spoken and
written communication with this person?
o If yes, what is it?
o What do you think the reason is for this difference?
o Out of all the oral conversations between you and this person, what
percentage is in German and what percentage is in English? What is the
percentage for written communication?
o Has this changed since you have known this person?
Here is a list of fellow faculty members. I will ask you the same set of questions as
above and ask you to answer them as they relate to each person.

73

VITA

Csilla Weninger was born in Kecskemet, Hungary, on April 30, 1976. She went to
Janos Bolyai Gimnazium, a college preparatory high school, where she graduated from a
special class with intensive German instruction in 1994. The same year �he was admitted
to the University of Szeged as a German major and 2 years later, after successful
entrance examination, she added the major English Studies. In July 2000, she received an
M.A.-equivalent Teachers' Diploma in German from the University of Szeged and
started the M.A. Program at the Department of Modem Foreign Languages at the
University of Tennessee in Knoxville. She received her M.A. Degree in German from the
University of Tennessee in the summer of 2002. She is expecting to graduate from the
University of Szeged with her M.A.-equivalent Teachers' Diploma in English Studies in
2003.

74

